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Law Office of WiIIiamJ. Cadigan, PC.

—
(18 N.Canal St Phone: 312-207-0222
Suice 394 Fax: 312-559-1314
Chicago. IL 60606 Cell: 312-543-5265
E-mail: weadigan@cardiganiaw.net
June 24, 2010 Qe 8
m e
af
VIA QVERNIGHT DELIVERY 59 O
Mr. Jeff'S. Jordan a8 =B
Complaints Exsmination & Legal Administration >
Federl Elections Commission %
Office of the Genen Coussel
999 E St., NW
Washingten D.C. 20463
Re: MUR 6292
Dear Mr. Jordan:

On behalf of Walsh for Congress Committee, Inc. (the “Respondent”), this letter responds to the
comempondence dated May 20, 2010 from the Federal Elections Commission (the
“Commission”) reganding a complaint dated May13, 2010 (the “Complaint”) filed by Richard M.
Cape (the “Complainant™).

Respondent is a candidate political committee formed pursuant to the Federal Elections
Campaigns Act of 1971, as amended (the “Act™) for the purpose of electing Joe Walsh to the
United States House of Representatives from the 8® District of Illinois. Mr. Walsh was
nominated to be the Repuhlisan candidste om the Fehruary 2, 2010 primary held in Hiois.

Based ca the material set forth below, the Respondent respectfully requests thiit the Contmission
find 1o reason w believe tht the fates wiicged in the Conepimint pose a viclasion of tee Act or its
implensatiog reguiatiens and dint this nastter be dizeissed and that the Cosmamission take no
further action.

L  Racksrsand

The Complainat was engaged by the Rispondent from October 15, 2009 ® April 39, 2010.
Sinee the Respemdent ended its relationship with the Complainant, he has engaged ina
systematic effort to attack Joe Walsh in mass electronic mails to members of the local media and
Republican Party leaders and activists. Regrettably, it appears that the Complaint is a
continuation of that effort.

RALELEE]
b N

15511400
13413

6]

n"

w

)
MolL

b



11044283611

I.  Legal Services

The Complaint alleges that the Respondent has not disclosed or paid for legal services rendered
by a law firm located in Chinggo, IHinois. ke seppost of the clsim, the Complainant attached
copies of comrespoadence prepared by coumsel for the Respondent and am clectzonic mail from
another former contractor for the Respondent in which the fosmer contractor attempts to estimate
the services provided by counsel to the Respondent.

The Respomdent did emmgage counsel to assist it with the legal tasks of forming the Respondent,
operating the campaign structure and responding to the types of issues set forth in the
cormenpimmienee aiarised o the Compinini

Caplainant wesld net heve reasns to know i, but counsel issued invoices to the Respondent on
Mm:h 15 and April 15, 2010. Receipt of these invoices will be shown on the Respondent’s July
15® QumlykepmtmdmammdmﬂnwtheAmlw"QumVchonnadebtowedto
counsel as the Respondent has not paid the invoicas.

This extension of credit by counsel was dore in the firm's ordinary course of business, and the
terms of the credit were similur to thsue sbserved by the firm when extending a similar amount
of credit to a nonpolitical client of similar risk. Therefore, the receipt and disclosure of the
inveises is fuily consistent with Casumission miles mith rexgect to extesizion of exiit ity vendors.

0 AspoCalls

The Complaint alleges that Bryan Javor performed auto calls in the days leading up to the
February 2, 2010 primary. The Respondent does not dispute that it engaged Mr. Javor’s firm,
ReachFly, to perform these calls. But again, what the Complainant would not have reason to
know is that ReachFly, subsequently issued an invoice to the Respondent. 'l'hemelptand
pymmofumm-mhesnmmum;ls‘wym

The Complaint aleo refesstives velis made by RemshFly possusess to an ageoscsut with Mr. Brace
Dommity of Baringgon, Hlinmis. Nir. Fonsslyy is the laador of a lecal imnkgmadent vomr

organizetion amd tie calls refemmced in the Compinint wese done subsequent ta the February 2,
2010 primary where Joe Walsh was a candidate.

As part of this matter, Mr. Donnelly was asked to provide a response ta the Commission. In his
May 28, 2010 respanse, Mr. Donnelly states that he paid for these calls with his own funds but
he d¥ not coordinate the timing or comtent of these calls with the Responderft or s agents.
Furthermore, Mie. Dunnelly statad in his respanse @it the purpose of the call was to promote
attendance at the meeting by providing recipients with the names of other speakers and

cansiciuies i vxoneld be present, mast in adennie for the ciection of e Waisi as the Complaint
statea.

Mr. Doanelly’s response also acknowiedgea that his erganizatiom received certain phowe data
fram the Respondent following the February 2, 2010 primary. In fact, it is ironic that it was the
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Complainant in his role that as a vendor to the Respondent that provided the phone data to Mr.
Donrelly. In short, the Resposdbnt complaine of a sitaation he created.

Nonetheless, in consultation with Mr. Donnelly, the Respondent has determined that the
approxintite velue of thic dsta is $70. The Respamdent will disclose the 570 as m inckind
contributien to Mz. Dennelly’s ogganization on the July 15 Quaztesly Rapmst.

Moreover, the Respondent has taken action to ensure thmt current staff, consultants and

organizational and individual supporters have been informed that amy future activity or

expenditure that might even arguably be comsidered a “coordinated conmmumication” umder

Cemmission’s rules should be reviewed in detail mad disclosed i it meels tHe test for a
’I .l - I-

III.  Restist of Poll

The Complaint alleges that the Respondent came into receipt of a poll conducted by Mr. Javor’s
firm, ReachFly, for one of Joe Walsh’s primary opponents. This allegation simply is not true
and the Commission should teke note that the Complainant offers 20 proof of this claim.

On January 26, 2010 the Respondent engaged Reachfly t9 condiuct a limited poll spreifically to
test nume recugniticn and grographical areas of strength and weakness to enable the Respondent
to more effectively target its efforts in the closing days of the primary campaign.

hfly did sot iseee an invisiee fiox the peling services dusing the peried oaseved by the Agpil
15" Quartezly Report. Howavaer, the Respondest subsaquantly zeeetued an invoice from
Reachfly for these services and the expenditure for payment Jor these services will be disclosed
on the July 15® Quasterly Report.

The Cozuphiint states thzt expenditures were not properly disclosed related to the primary night
victory party held by the Respondent at Dock’s Bar and Grill in Wauconda, Illinois.

The Respondent paid a $200 deposit to secure space at the restaurant for the party. In addition,
Joe Walsh prsaonally pnid sppraximattly S825 for foad, refreshmenis and ather charges imzwred
for halding the party at the restaveent. Tkese expenditures were not reflected on the April
Quarterly Report. The Respondent will file an amendment to the April Quarterly Report to
reflect both the exact amount of expenditures by the Respondent for the deposit and the Joe
Walsh's use of personal funds to pay for the party.

Again, the Respondent has taken acfion 0 ensure tiat in the foture any soch advamees of
persoual from tisg sandidas are docusrented snd (nclesed during the reporting peslod in which
they ave maijc.
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While presumably not part of the body of the Complaint, the Complainant also makes a vague
and num-spesific nefisrensn to othar vinlatiens the Bespmadient may kave cnynmiited reisted to the
indiwidual contribution linsits. Witheus additional infesmation, tha Bespandent can offer ms
respanse to these unsulntzntisted atateremnts.

VL  Conclusion

To the extent that the Complaint has any merit, it cites technical violations the Respondent bas
corrected and implemented processes to ensure that they do not occur again. The Commission
should affirmutively find no reszon to beMove tho Respondent violated the Act. In submitting
this zaatecixi t» the Ctimmisdion; the ioswpunént dors not wilive any of its rigits that sny futere
actiom on this mxtter miil ba kept omnfiienial pemssett te relosnnt Comminsion regadations ans
respectfully reitorates its ssquest that this metter he dismnihend and that the Commninsion take no
further action

William J. Cadigan
Counsel for the Respondent



